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Application/Control Number: 10/773,092 
Art Unit: 2622 

DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . The submission(s), filed on 06/10/2010, have been entered and made of record 
1-32, 57-85 and 89-104 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-32, 57-85 and 89-104 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 18 is objected to because of the following informalities: On the last line of claim 
18, please specify what is meant by "thereof. Appropriate correction is required. 

4. Claim 57 is objected to because of the following informalities: In the Claims filed on 
01/22/2010 and 07/13/2009, claim 57 is recited as "A method of filtering a red eye 
phenomenon. . ." However, in the Claims filed on 02/17/2009, claim 57 is recited as, "one or 
more processor-readable media having code embedded therein for programming a processor to 
perform a method of filtering a red eye phenomenon. . ." Respectfully, Applicant has not properly 
crossed out the limitations that are included or not included in claim 57. Appropriate correction 
is required. 

5. Claim 32 is objected to because of the following informalities: On the last line of claim 
32, please specify what is meant by "thereof. Appropriate correction is required. 
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6. Claim 82 is objected to because of the following informalities: On the last line of claim 
82, please specify what is meant by "thereof. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claims 1-32, 57-85, 89-104 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

9. Claim 1 recites the limitation "on data obtained from the camera relating to image 
processing analysis of a precapture image." in the last two lines of claim 1 . Claim 1 is recited as: 

"A portable digital camera apparatus comprising a red-eye filter for modifying an area 
within a digital image acquired by the apparatus, the area being indicative of a red-eye 
phenomenon, the modifying being based on detecting the red eye phenomenon including 
analyzing a subsample resolution representation of selected regions of said digitized 
image wherein a degree of subsampling of the subsample resolution representation is 
based upon complexity of calculation of the red-eye filter and on an analysis of meta-data 
information, and on data obtained from the camera relating to image processing analysis 
of a precapture image ." (Emphasis Added) 
The wording of the claim does not clearly indicate what's based " on data obtained from the 
camera relating to image processing analysis of a precapture image ". Is it "the modifying being 
based. . . on data obtained from the camera relating to image processing analysis of a precapture 
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image"? Or is it, "a degree of subsampling of the subsample resolution representation is based. . . 
on data obtained from the camera relating to image processing analysis of a precapture image"? 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

10. Claim 57 recites the limitation "on data obtained from the portable digital camera device 
relating to image processing analysis of a precapture image." in the last 3-4 lines of claim 57. 
The wording of the claim does not clearly indicate what's based " on data obtained from the 
portable digital camera device relating to image processing analysis of a precapture image ". Is it 
"the modifying being based. . . on data obtained from the portable digital camera device relating 
to image processing analysis of a precapture image"? Or is it, "a degree of subsampling of the 
subsample resolution representation is based. . . on data obtained from the portable digital camera 
device relating to image processing analysis of a precapture image"? There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

1 1 . Claim 104 recites the limitation "on data obtained from the portable digital camera 
device relating to image processing analysis of a precapture image." in the last two lines of claim 
104. The wording of the claim does not clearly indicate what's based " on data obtained from the 
portable digital camera device relating to image processing analysis of a precapture image ". Is it 
"the modifying being based. . . on data obtained from the portable digital camera device relating 
to image processing analysis of a precapture image"? Or is it, "a degree of subsampling of the 
subsample resolution representation is based. . . on data obtained from the portable digital camera 
device relating to image processing analysis of a precapture image"? There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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12. Due to the 1 12 rejections to claims 1-32, 57-85, 89-104, the Examiner will provide the 
best interpretation as possible for the prior art rejections. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

13. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

14. Claims 1-27, 29-32, 57-77, 79-85, and 89-104 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Benati et al. (U.S. Pat. #5748764) in view of Sobel et al. (U.S. Pat. 
#6,300,935) and Kinjo et al. (U.S. Pat. #6,631,208). 

For claim 1, Benati discloses a digital apparatus comprising a red-eye filter for modifying 
an area within a digital image acquired by the apparatus, the area being indicative of a red-eye 
phenomenon, the modifying being based on detecting the red eye phenomenon including 
analyzing the subsamplc resolution representation of selected regions of said digital image, 
wherein the subsample resolution representation comprises an eye region suspected as indicative 
of red eye (col. 5, lines 27-36), and wherein a degree of said subsampling is based on a 
complexity of calculation of the red-eye filter (col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 36; col. 5, line 38 - 
col. 6, line 15) and on an analysis of meta-data (bit map) information (figs. 2-4; col. 3, lines 46- 
62; col. 4, lines 17-45). 

However, Benati does not expressly disclose a portable digital camera apparatus and the 
modifying being based. . .on data obtained from the camera relating to image processing analysis 
of a precapture image. 
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In a similar field of endeavor, Soble discloses a portable digital camera apparatus that 
removes red eye (col. 6, lines 8-14; col. 8, lines 30-49; figs. 1-2). In light of the teaching of 
Soble, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the digital camera apparatus with a portable digital camera apparatus in order 
enable a user to adjust the settings of the camera when the user wants to be mobile (Sobel col. 8, 
lines 30-49). 

In a similar field of endeavor, Kinjo discloses the modifying being based. . .on data 
obtained from the camera relating to image processing analysis of a precapture image (col. 22, 
line 21 — col. 23, line 14). In light of the teaching of Kinjo, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the apparatus of Benati the 
apparatus of Kinjo for providing more accurate image corrections to particular regions of the 
image (Kinjo col. 3, lines 32-50). 

For claim 2, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 1, 
wherein the analysis is performed at least in part for determining said area (col. 3, line 63 - col. 
4, line 16). 

For claim 3, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 1, 
wherein the analysis is performed at least in part for determining said modifying (col. 3, line 63 - 
col. 4, line 16). 

For claim 4, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 1, 
wherein said selected regions of said digitized image comprise the entire image (col. 3, lines 24- 
45). 



Application/Control Number: 10/773,092 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2622 

For claim 5, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 1, 
wherein said selected regions of said digitized image comprise multi resolution encoding of said 
image (col. 7, lines 8-35). Also, see fig. 4. 

For claim 6, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 1, 
wherein at least one region of the entire image is not included among said selected regions of 
said image (col. 3, line 63 - col. 4, line 16; col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 21). 

For claim 7, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 1, 
wherein said analysis is performed in part on a full resolution image and in part on a subsample 
resolution of said digital image (col. 7, lines 8-35). Also, see fig. 4. 

For claim 8, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 1, 
further comprising a module for changing the degree of said subsampling (col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, 
line 21). 

For claim 9, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 8, 
wherein said changing the degree of said subsampling is determined empirically (col. 4, lines 6- 
16). 

For claim 10, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 8, 
wherein said changing the degree of said subsampling is determined based on a size of said 
image (col. 7, lines 8-35). 

For claim 11, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 8, 
wherein said changing the degree of said subsampling is determined based on a size of selected 
regions of the image (col. 7, lines 8-35). 
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For claim 12, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 8, 
wherein said changing the degree of said subsampling is determined based on data obtained from 
the camera relating to the settings of the camera at the time of image capture (figs. 2-4; col. 3, 
lines 24-62; col. 4, lines 17-45). 

For claim 13, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 
12, wherein the data obtained from the camera includes an aperture setting or focus of the 
camera, or both (Kinjo col. 16, line 48 — col. 17, line 35). 

For claim 14, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 
12, wherein the data obtained from the camera includes the distance of the subject from the 
camera (Kinjo col. 16, line 48 ~ col. 17, line 35). 

For claim 15, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 8, 
wherein said changing the degree of said subsampling is determined based on digitized image 
metadata (bit map) information (col. 4, lines 17-45). 

For claim 16, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 8, 
wherein said modifying the area is performed including the full resolution of said digital image 
(col. 7, lines 8-35). 

For claim 17, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 8, 
wherein said red-eye filter comprises of a plurality of sub filters (fig. 2, col. 3, lines 46-62). 

For claim 18, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 
17, wherein said subsampling for said sub filters operating on selected regions of said image is 
determined by one or more of the image size (fig. 2, col. 3, lines 46-62; col. 7, lines 8-35), 
suspected as red eye region size (col. 3, line 63 - col. 4, line 16; col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 21), 
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filter computation complexity (col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 36; col. 5, line 38 - col. 6, line 15), 
empirical success rate of said sub filter (col. 4, lines 6-16), empirical false detection rate of said 
sub filter (col. 3, line 63 - col. 4, line 16; col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 21), falsing probability of 
said sub filter (col. 3, line 63 - col. 4, line 16; col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 21), relations between 
said suspected regions as red eye, results of previous analysis of other said sub filters, or 
combinations thereof, (col. 5, line 38 - col. 6, line 15). 

For claim 19, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 1, 
further comprising memory for saving said digitized image after applying said filter for 
modifying pixels as a modified image (col. 3, lines 24-35). 

For claim 20, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 1, 
further comprising memory for saving said subsample resolution representation of said image 
(col. 3, lines 24-35). 

For claim 21, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 1, 
wherein said subsample resolution representation of selected regions of said image is determined 
in hardware (col. 3, lines 24-46). 

Claims 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26 are method claims corresponding to method claims 5, 7, 
10, and 1 1 respectively. Therefore, claims 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26 are analyzed and rejected as 
previously discussed with respect to claims 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11, respectively. 

For claim 27, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 
23, wherein said changing the degree of said subsampling is determined based on a complexity 
of calculation for said filter (col. 4, line 5 1 - col. 5, line 36; col. 5, line 38 - col. 6, line 15). 
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For claim 29, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, teaches the apparatus of claim 1, 
further comprising determining said subsample representation (Benati figs. 2-4; col. 3, lines 46- 
62; col. 4, lines 17-45) using bi-cubic interpolation (Soble, col. 8, line 60 - col. 9, line 8). 

Claims 30 -32 are apparatus claims corresponding to apparatus claims 16-18, 
respectively. Therefore, claims 30-32 are analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with 
respect to claims 16-18, respectively. 

For claim 57, Benati teaches a method of filtering a red eye phenomenon from a digital 
image captured by a digital camera device, comprising a multiplicity of pixels indicative of 
color, the method comprising using a processor of the digital camera device in determining 
whether one or more regions within a subsample resolution representation of said digitized 
image are suspected as including red eye artifact wherein the subsample resolution representation 
comprises an eye region suspected as indicative of red eye, and wherein a degree of subsampling 
is based on a complexity of calculation of the red-eye filter (col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 36; col. 
5, line 38 - col. 6, line 15) and on an analysis of meta-data (bit map) information (figs. 2-4; col. 
3, lines 46-62; col. 4, lines 17-45), and correcting within the digital camera device the red eye 
artifact within the one or more regions. 

However, Benati does not expressly disclose a portable digital camera device and 
subsampling is based on data obtained from the portable digital camera device relating to image 
processing analysis of a precapture image, and correcting within the portable digital camera 
device the red eye artifact. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Soble discloses a portable digital camera device correcting 
within the portable digital camera device the red eye artifact (col. 6, lines 8-14; col. 8, lines 30- 
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49; figs. 1-2). In light of the teaching of Soble, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of Benati with the 
method of Sobel in order enable a user to adjust the settings of the camera when the user wants 
to be mobile (Sobel col. 8, lines 30-49). 

In a similar field of endeavor, Kinjo discloses subsampling is based on data obtained 
from the portable digital camera device relating to image processing analysis of a precapture 
image (col. 22, line 21 — col. 23, line 14). In light of the teaching of Kinjo, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
method of Benati the method of Kinjo for providing more accurate image corrections to 
particular regions of the image (Kinjo col. 3, lines 32-50). 

For claim 58, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, teaches the method of claim 57, 
wherein the method further comprising varying a degree of the subsampling for each region of 
said one or more regions based on said image (col. 3, lines 24-45). 

For claim 59, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, teaches the method of claim 57, 
wherein the method further comprising generating the subsample resolution representation based 
on said image (col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 21). 

For claim 60, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, teaches the method of claim 57, 
wherein the method further comprising generating the subsample resolution representation 
utilizing a hardware-implemented subsampling engine (col. 3, lines 46-62). 

For claim 61, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, teaches the method of claim 57, 
wherein the method further comprising testing one or more regions within said subsample 
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resolution representation determined as including red eye artifact for determining any false 
redeye groupings (col. 3, line 63 - col. 4, line 16; col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 21). 

For claim 62, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, teaches the method of claim 57, 
wherein the method further comprising 

(c) associating said one or more regions within said subsample resolution representation 
of said image with one or more corresponding regions within said image (col. 4, line 5 1 - col. 5, 
line 21); and 

(d) modifying said one or more corresponding regions within said image (col. 7, lines 8- 

35). 

For claim 63, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, teaches the method of claim 57, 
wherein the method wherein the determining comprises analyzing meta-data information 
including image acquisition device-specific information (col. 4, lines 17-45). 

For claim 64, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, teaches the method of claim 57, 
wherein the method further comprising analyzing the subsample resolution representation of 
selected regions of said digitized image, and modifying an area determined to include red eye 
artifact (col. 3, lines 24-45). 

Claims 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76 and 77 are method claims 
corresponding to apparatus claims 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 19, 20, and 21, respectively. 
Therefore, claims 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76 and 77 are analyzed and rejected 
as previously discussed with respect to claims 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 19, 20, and 21, 
respectively. 
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Claim 79 is a method claims corresponding to apparatus claim 29. Therefore, claim 78 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 29. 

Claims 80-82 are the method claims corresponding to apparatus claims 16-18, 
respectively. Therefore, claims 80-82 are analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with 
respect to claims 16-18, respectively. 

For claim 83, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, teaches the apparatus of claim 1, 
wherein the metadata information comprises image acquisition device-specific metadata (col. 4, 
lines 17-45). 

For claim 84, Benati, as modified by Soblc and Kinjo, teaches the apparatus of claim 83, 
wherein the metadata information comprises digitized image metadata (col. 4, lines 17-45). 

Claim 85 is a method claims corresponding to method claim 84. Therefore, claim 85 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 84. 

For claim 89, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, teaches the method of claim 57, 
wherein the analysis of metadata information comprises analysis of digitized image meta-data 
(col. 4, lines 17-45). 

Claims 90-91 are method claims each corresponding to method claim 89. Therefore, 
claims 90-91 are analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 89. 

For claim 92, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 1, 
wherein said image processing analysis is based on histogram data obtained from said pre- 
capture image (Kinjo col. 22, line 21 — col. 23, line 14). 
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For claim 93, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 1, 
wherein said image processing analysis is based on color correlogram data obtained from said 
pre-capture image (Kinjo col. 22, line 21 — col. 23, line 14). 

For claim 94, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 1, 
wherein said image processing analysis is based on global luminance or white balance image 
data, or both, obtained from said pre- capture image (Kinjo col. 22, line 21 - col. 23, line 14). 

For claim 95, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 1, 
wherein said image processing analysis is based on face detection analysis of said pre-capture 
image (Benati col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 36; col. 5, line 38 - col. 6, line 15) (Kinjo col. 22, line 
21 - col. 23, line 14). 

For claim 96, Benati, as modified by Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 1, wherein 
said image processing analysis is based on determining pixel regions with a color characteristic 
indicative of redeye (Benati col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 36; col. 5, line 38 - col. 6, line 15). 

For claim 97, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, discloses the apparatus of claim 1, 
wherein said image processing analysis is performed in hardware (Benati col. 3, lines 24-46). 

Claims 98-103 are method claims corresponding to apparatus claims 90-97. Therefore, 
claims 98-103 are analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claims 90-97. 

For claim 104, Benati teaches a method of filtering a red eye phenomenon from a digital 
image acquired with a digital camera, the digital image comprising a multiplicity of pixels 
indicative of color, the method comprising using a processor on the digital camera device for 
determining whether one or more regions within a subsample representation of said digital image 
are suspected as including red eye artifact, wherein the subsample representation comprises an 
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eye region suspected as indicative of red eye (col. 5, lines 27-36), and wherein a degree of said 
subsampling is based upon a complexity of calculation of a red-eye filter (col. 4, line 5 1 - col. 5, 
line 36; col. 5, line 38 - col. 6, line 15) and on an analysis of meta-data (bit map) information 
each performed on the digital camera device (figs. 2-4; col. 3, lines 46-62; col. 4, lines 17-45). 

However, Benati does not expressly disclose a portable digital camera device and 
subsampling is based on data obtained from the portable digital camera device relating to image 
processing analysis of a precapture image. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Soble discloses a portable digital camera device that 
removes red eye (col. 6, lines 8-14; col. 8, lines 30-49; figs. 1-2). In light of the teaching of 
Soble, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the method of Benati with the method of Sobel in order enable a user to adjust 
the settings of the camera when the user wants to be mobile (Sobel col. 8, lines 30-49). 

In a similar field of endeavor, Kinjo teaches subsampling is based on data obtained from 
the camera relating to image processing analysis of a precapture image (col. 22, line 21 — col. 
23, line 14). In light of the teaching of Kinjo, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the apparatus of Benati the apparatus of 
Kinjo for providing accurate image corrections to particular regions of the image (Kinjo col. 3, 
lines 32-50). 



15. Claims 28 and 78 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Benati 
et al. (U.S. Pat. #5748764) in view of Sobel et al. (U.S. Pat. #6,300,935) and Kinjo et al. (U.S. 
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Pat. #6,631,208) as applied to claim 5 above, and further in view of Nicponski (U.S. Pat. 
5974189). 

For claim 28, Benati, as modified by Soble and Kinjo, teaches the apparatus of claim 1 
further comprising determining said subsample resolution representation (figs. 2-4; col. 3, lines 
46-62; col. 4, lines 17-45). However, Benati does not expressly teach determining said 
subsample resolution representation using spline interpolation. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Nicponski teaches determining said subsample resolution 
representation using spline interpolation (col. 7, lines 27-31). In light of the teaching of 
Nicponski, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the method using spline interpolation in order to enable improved 
enhancement effects on the image such as shadows, glows, etc. (Nicponski, Abstract). 

Claim 78 is a method claim corresponding to apparatus claim 28. Therefore, claim 78 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 28. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Carramah J. Quiett whose telephone number is (571)272-7316. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 10:00 am - 6:00 pm, Monday thru Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David L. Ometz can be reached on (571)272-7593. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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